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Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
Revision made as suggested. 
 
 
Reference to “one acre” has been removed. 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
 
This definition has been deleted. 
 
 
Definition added. 
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Noted. 
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Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
An Urban Limit Line is still in effect in the Valle de Oro 
community. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community Plans and the General Plan are all adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors and have equal weight. 
 
Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  Sprawl 
is a commonly used term and the rural lands category is 
intented to minimize this type of development. 
 
Staff appreciates your comment, but does not agree.  There 
are benefits to clustering in rural lands, where the majority 
and largest blocks of sensitive resources are located; these 
include minimizing disturbing sensitive resources, mitigate 
what could impact sensitive resources, and ensuring 
improved fire defensibility. 
 
 
 
The Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) is designed to 
help achieve the full planned density on lands impacted by 
sensitive environmental resources. 
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Staff intent is for CSP projects to be designed to maximize 
defensibility from wildland fires. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff appreciates your comment, but does not concur that 
this policy mandates inclusionary housing.  This policy is 
intended to affect only large-scale projects that require a 
GPA. 
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LU-1.2 -- Staff appreciates your comment, but does not 
agree.  After over ten years of gaining general consensus on 
a land use map, and to retain a certain level of trust with 
communities, there needs to be some form of assurance that 
this map, and its guiding principles, will not be easily 
changed. 
 
LU-1.4 – Staff feels that the explanation of leapfrog 
development is more specific and offers a better description 
than what is being proposed by your comments. 
 
 
LU-1.6 – Revisions made as recommended. 
 
 
 
LU-1.7 thru LU-1.9 – It appears that you are recommending 
that these policies be deleted, although rationale for this 
recommendation is not provided.  The policies in the Land 
Use Element are the result of consensus building efforts with 
community representatives and have gone through 
extensive scrutiny. 
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LU-2.2 – DPLU appreciates your comment but does not 
agree.  This policy is the result of consensus building efforts. 
 
 
 
 
LU-2.3 – Although you do not offer any explanation for the 
additional text, staff does not agree that it is necessary as it 
does not address the overall intent of the policy. 
 
LU-2.4 – See staff response concerning sprawl in the Land 
Use Framework section. 
 
 
LU-2.5 – See staff comment on previous page concerning 
the policies that you are recommending for deletion. 
 
 
LU-2.6 – Staff appreciates your comment, but does not 
agree.  The intent of the policy is to address new commercial 
development that could be economically detrimental to the 
existing commercial core of a community. 
 
 
 
 
LU-2.7 – Revisions made as recommended. 
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LU-3.3 – Staff appreciates your comment but does not 
agree.  This policy is the result of consensus building efforts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LU-4.5 – Policy has been revised to include coodination with 
LAFCO. 
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LU-5.1 – Edits incorporated as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
LU-5.3 – Reference to carbon sequestration benefits has 
been removed from policy.  Other edits have been made as 
appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
LU-5.5 – Edits generally incorporated as recommended. 
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LU-6.3 – See previous staff edits. 
 
 
 
 
LU-6.4 – See previous staff edits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LU-6.10 – Staff does not concur with proposed edits.  Policy 
is intended to document the GPU mapping objectives, and 
establish direction for any future GPAs, where low density 
development is assigned in high fire threat areas. 
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LU-7.1 – Staff does not agree.  The intent is to protect 
agricultural lands from encroachment from incompatible land 
uses, which is often higher density residential uses.  Policy 
COS-6.4 is intended provide financial support. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LU-8.3 – Staff does not agree with deleting this policy.  This 
is meant to protect natural resources from development that 
does not have sufficient infrastructure to support it. 
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LU-9.3 – Edits made as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LU-9.7 – Edits made as recommended. 
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Goal LU-10 – Staff does not agree with deleting “unique” 
since the intention is to maintain the diverse character of the 
County. 
 
 
 
 
LU-10.2 – Staff does not agree with proposed edits, as 
removing “require” would weaken policy.  Staff feels it is 
essential to retain natural features in rural and semi-rural 
areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal LU-11 – Staff does not agree with proposed edits and 
feel that the words recommended to be deleted are essential 
to conveying the intention of this goal. 
 
 
 
 
LU-11.2 – Edits generally incorporated as recommended. 
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LU-11.5 – Staff does not agree, as it is a common term that 
is generally recognized by the public. 
 
 
LU-11.6 – Policy revised to incorporate minor edits, but 
retains “within Villages” as a key component of the policy.  
DPLU does not  support Office Development outside of the 
Village Regional Category lands, which are traditionally not 
in close proximity to services and/or housing. 
. 
 
 
 
LU-11.7 – Edits incorporated as recommended. 
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LU-12.2 – Edits incorporated as recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LU-12.3 – No changes are recommended. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LU-13.1 – This policy is intended to apply both inside and 
outside the CWA.  Additional language has been added to 
provide further clarity. 
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LU-14.3 – Staff does not agree with proposed edits as it is 
DPLU’s policy to require plants that serve more than one 
private property owner to be operated by a public agency. 
 
 
 
 
LU-14.4 – Policy revised to provide better clarification. 
 
 
 
 
LU-14.5 – Edits incorporated as recommended. 
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Staff does not see any recommended changes on this page. 
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Staff does not see any recommended changes on this page. 
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H-1.9 – Staff appreciates your comment, but does not 
concur that this policy mandates inclusionary housing.  This 
policy is intended to affect only large-scale projects that 
require a GPA. 
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H-3.4 – Refer to comment on previous page. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H-3.5 – Your support is appreciated. 
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H-3.7 – Your support is appreciated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H-5.1 – Your support is appreciated. 
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Staff does not see any recommended changes on this page. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


